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Looking Beyond First-Person Effects (FPE) in the Influence of Scarcity Appeals in 
Advertising: A Replication and Extension of Eisend (2008) 
ABSTRACT 
In this paper, we replicate and extend Eisend’s (2008) pioneering work on first-person (FPE) 
effects in the context of scarcity appeals in advertising, using ‘influence of presumed influence’, 
a broader and less restrictive theoretical perspective compared to FPE to develop a revised 
conceptual model. Specifically, we hypothesize that it is the perceived influence on self and 
others, rather than the difference between them as hypothesized by Eisend (2008) that mediates 
the impact of value perception on purchase intention. Using a student sample similar to Eisend 
(2008) albeit with a different product category and advertising stimulus, we found that value 
perception has a direct positive effect on the perceived influence on others that affects the 
perceived influence on self, which in turn influences purchase intention. Besides offering an 
alternate model for future researchers to explore the role of scarcity appeals in advertising, our 
findings may also help advertisers focus on the perceived influence on others and use it to 
influence consumers’ own value perceptions and purchase intentions. 
Keywords: first-person effect, influence of presumed influence, purchase intention, scarcity 
appeals, third-person effect, value perception 





Scarcity theory suggests that marketers can increase the perceived value of products and services 
by manipulating their perceived availability through promotions (Lynn 1991). Scarcity appeal is 
one of the most popular advertising appeals because consumers perceive scarce product to be 
desirable (Lee, Oh, and Jung 2014; Roy and Sharma 2015; Wu et al. 2012). As a result, 
marketers often use phrases such as, ‘limited edition’, ‘nearly sold out due to high demand’ or 
‘80% of our stock already sold’, to create perceived scarcity that may increase the demand for 
their products (Gierl and Huettl 2010) and products from cars to computer equipment and from 
fashion items and toys benefit from the use of scarcity appeals in advertising (Aggarwal, Jun, 
and Huh 2011; Aguirre-Rodriguez 2013). 
‘Third-person effect’ (TPE) is a major theme in communication research according to 
which people generally believe that ‘negative’ messages have a greater effect on ‘others’ (i.e., 
third persons) than on ‘self’ (i.e., first-person) (Cohen, Mutz, Price, and Gunther 1988; Cohen 
and Davis 1991; Davison 1983; Gunther 1991; Perloff 1989; Xu and Gonzenbach 2008). 
Evidence of TPE in people’s response to negative messages ranges from susceptibility to 
defamatory messages (Cohen et al. 1988), violent and misogynic rap lyrics (McLeod, Eveland, 
and Nathanson 1997), persuasive influence of media messages (Perloff 2002), pornography on 
the internet (Lee and Tamborini 2005; Wu and Koo 2001), alcohol product placements (Shin and 
Kim 2011) and sexual advertising (Pan, Meng, and Zhou 2012). 
‘First-person effect’ (FPE) is a reversal of TPE in which people generally perceive a 
stronger influence of a ‘positive’ message on ‘self’ than on ‘others’ (Chapin 2000; Golan and 
Day 2008; Meirick 2005; White and Dillon 2000). However, the evidence about the role of TPE 
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versus FPE in the positive advertising context is quite mixed, with some studies showing support 
for FPE (e.g., Eisend 2008; Gunther and Thorson 1992), some for TPE (Golan and Banning 
2008; Huh, Delorme, and Reid 2004; Tal-Or 2007) or others for both TPE and FPE (Lo et al. 
2015). Hence, there is still no consensus about the scope and boundaries of these effects. 
In this context, Eisend’s (2008) study makes an important contribution by showing the 
evidence of FPE in the context of scarcity appeals in advertising; wherein the difference between 
perceived influence on self and others mediates the impact of value perception on purchase 
intention. Eisend (2008) uses FPE to explain his findings and suggests that these may be driven 
by the mere ‘perception of an influence’ of the scarcity message rather than its actual influence. 
Interestingly, this idea is also in line with the ‘Influence of presumed influence model’ (IPI) 
model (Gunther and Storey 2003), which unlike TPE or FPE, focuses on the role of perceived 
influence on others rather than the difference in the perceived influence on self and others. 
Hence, it would be useful to reexamine Eisend’s (2008) findings using the IPI model as an 
alternate theoretical perspective, to compare the direct roles of perceived influences on self and 
others rather than the difference between them as suggested by FPE. 
IPI offers a broader framework about the influence of media on people irrespective of the 
message type (either positive or negative) and proposes TPE and FPE as its special conditions 
(Gunther and Storey 2003). Recent research supports the IPI model in advertising by showing 
that consumers perceive a stronger influence of advertising message on others than on self, 
which in turn affects their own attitudes and behaviors (Huh and Langteau 2007; Jiang and Chia 
2009; Noguti and Russell 2014). Studies on scarcity appeals also show that consumers perceive 
being in competition with others to grab such offers and this may make them perceive a stronger 
effect of scarcity appeals on others, which in turn may shape their own attitudes and behaviors, 
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referred to as ‘herd mentality’ underlying ‘bandwagon consumption’ ((Aggarwal et al 2011; 
Gierl and Huettl 2010; Van Herpen, Pieters, and Zeelenberg 2009).  
In this paper, we address the conflicting findings about the impact of TPE and FPE in the 
positive advertising context by offering the IPI model as an alternate theoretical perspective to 
replicate and extend Eisend’s (2008) work. Specifically, we posit two new hypotheses about the 
mediating roles of perceived influence on others and self (as suggested by IPI) rather than the 
difference between them (as suggested by FPE), in the process by which value perception 
resulting from a scarcity appeal affect purchase intentions. We use a different product category 
and manipulation of scarcity to answer Eisend’s (2008) call for testing his original framework 
using a different stimulus. We also use different anchors for the multi-item measure for ‘actual 
impact’ than those used by Eisend (2008). In the next section, we briefly describe Eisend’s 
(2008) study and then extend his model using the IPI perspective. We then describe our 
experimental study followed by a discussion of our findings and their contribution along with the 
limitations of our method and directions for future research. 
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND HYPOTHESES 
Scarcity Appeal and Reversal of TPE (Eisend 2008) 
In his pioneering study Eisend (2008) argues that a scarcity appeal works like a positive 
message and should reverse the third-person effect because consumers may associate scarcity 
appeals with higher perceived value and believe that it is ‘smart to be influenced’ by the 
message. As a result they would overestimate the perceived influence of the message on self, as 
compared to others as well as its actual impact on self (Eisend 2008). In addition, the differential 
susceptibility between self versus others can act as a self-serving motivational bias and mediate 
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the relationship between value perception and purchase intention (Eisend 2008). Based on these 
arguments, Eisend (2008) presented the following hypotheses: 
H1:  Value perception that is enhanced by scarcity appeals leads to (a) an increased perceived 
influence on self, relative to others, and (b) an increased perceived influence on self, 
relative to the actual impact. 
H2:  Perceived susceptibility mediates the relationship between value perception based on 
scarcity appeals and purchase intention, such as when an increased perceived influence 
on self, relative to others, leads to enhanced purchase intentions. 
H3:  Perceived susceptibility mediates the relationship between value perception based on 
scarcity appeals and purchase intention, such as when an increased perceived influence 
on self, relative to the actual impact, leads to enhanced purchase intentions. 
Eisend (2008) tested these hypotheses by manipulating scarcity appeal using H & M 
sunglasses endorsed by the designer Karl Lagerfeld in a fictitious advertisement. He informed 
the participants in the scarcity condition that ‘limited supplies’ of sunglasses were available for a 
‘short time’. In comparison, the non-scarcity condition specified ‘sufficient items’ in stock. 
Eisend (2008) found support for his H1 and H2, but not H3. These findings are in line with prior 
literature on FPE that shows a higher degree of influence on self than on others, especially in the 
case of positive media message, such as public service announcement (PSA) on AIDS prevention 
(Chapin 2000), organ donation (White and Dillon 2000) and even anti-smoking and seat belt 
safety campaigns (Meirick 2005). Studies also show evidence of FPE in case of positive 
advertising especially when the ads are emotional and pleasant (e.g., Gunther and Thorson 1992; 
David, Liu, and Myser, 2004; Wyllie, Zhang, and Casswell 1998). For example, Gunther and 
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Thorson (1992) show that although ads with an emotional appeal equally affect self and others, 
participants tend to recognize and admit more of an impact on themselves in these positive 
situations. Similarly, others show that younger consumers may consider alcohol advertising as 
fun, youthful, exciting, and thus emotional, which creates a stronger perceived influence on them 
(i.e., FPE) compared to others (David et al. 2004; Wyllie et al., 1998). 
TPE versus FPE in Positive Advertising 
Notwithstanding the support for FPE in positive advertising and TPE in negative 
advertising messages in general (Cohen et al. 1988; Davison 1983; Perloff 1989, 1993), some 
studies show that TPE may also affect consumers for positive advertising messages (e.g., Golan 
and Banning 2008; Huh et al. 2004; Tal-Or 2007). For example, Golan and Banning (2008) show 
that advertisements (even from reputed brands such as Nike) are viewed as manipulative intent 
on behalf of companies, and hence even positive advertising messages may lead to negative 
consumer perception about the act of being persuaded by an advertisement. Similar findings are 
reported in the context of positive Direct-to-Consumers (DTC) advertising for prescription drugs 
(Huh et al. 2004) and energy bars (Tal-Or 2007). 
Therefore, the findings about consumer response to positive advertising seem rather 
mixed as consumers perceive greater influence on others (TPE) in some cases and on self (FPE) 
in other cases. Meirick (2005) tries to reconcile this conflict by arguing that people may bolster 
their self-esteem by considering others to be relatively more vulnerable to the manipulative 
intent of positive advertising than themselves (TPE) or by claiming to be influenced by positive 
advertising to a greater extent compared to others in order to show themselves as being more 
pro-social and open minded (FPE). However, this perspective also focuses on the difference 
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between the perceived influence on self and others and ignores the possibility that these may 
have their unique effects on the outcome variables (Gunther and Storey 2003). 
Influence of Presumed Influence  
We offer IPI model as a more parsimonious and less restrictive alternate theoretical 
perspective to address this conflict about both TPE and FPE being observed in the context of 
positive advertising, by removing the restrictive assumption associated with both TPE and FPE, 
namely ‘message valence’ and ‘differential susceptibility’. Specifically, IPI considers consumer 
attitudes and behaviors to be affected through a perceived influence on a ‘broader audience’ 
rather than a direct influence on self or a differential impact of self versus others (Gunther and 
Storey 2003). IPI is also a more general concept, applicable to both positive and negative 
messages, with both TPE and FPE considered as its special cases (Gunther and Storey 2003).  
Interestingly, Eisend (2008, p.37) hints that his findings are in line with the IPI 
perspective because it is the mere ‘perception of an influence’ and not the actual influence that 
may have caused the effects demonstrated in his study. However, he uses the ‘differences 
between the perceived influences on self versus others’ as the mediators in his model and does 
not consider ‘impact of perceived influence on others’ as the focal construct, as suggested by IPI 
model. In other words, according to IPI, it is the ‘perceived influence on others’ that should drive 
‘perceived influence on self’, which in turn should affect the attitude and behavioral outcomes. 
Therefore, in this paper we use IPI as an alternate theoretical model to replicate and extend 
Eisend’s (2008) research on the role of scarcity appeals in advertising. 
Prior research also shows that scarcity appeals, especially when related to limited 
quantity, can have an influence on broader audience (Aggarwal et al. 2011; Gierl and Huettl 
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2010; Van Herpen et al. 2009). A scarcity message can pitch buyers in competition with each 
other, as being able to take advantage of the restricted offer creates a sense of being ‘smart 
buyers’ amongst shoppers (Aggarwal et al. 2011). Specifically, Aggarwal et al (2011) show that 
a scarcity message can induce a competitive mindset amongst buyers, driven by which 
consumers want to grab the opportunity to purchase the scarce product. Similarly, other 
evidences show that scarcity appeal may indeed trigger off a herd mentality leading to 
bandwagon effect, with consumers preferring scarce products even more when others buy those 
(Gierl and Huettl 2010; Van Herpen et al. 2009). Based on the above, we hypothesize: 
H4:  Value perception that is enhanced by scarcity appeals leads to an increased 
perceived influence on (a) self, as well as (b) others. 
As explained above, IPI is a more general framework and both TPE and FPE are its 
special cases (Gunther and Storey 2003).  Moreover, IPI is applicable to both positive and 
negative messages; hence it helps resolve the mixed findings on the impact of TPE and FPE for 
positive advertisements. In fact, the whole notion of IPI rests on indirect media influences on the 
‘self’ via the perceived influence on others, which makes it applicable to advertisements. For 
example, in the context of Direct-to-Consumer (DTC) advertising for pharmaceutical products, 
the physicians form perceptions about the influence of DTC advertising on their patients (others), 
which then influences their own (self) prescription behaviors (Huh and Langteau 2007). 
Similarly, in a study with Chinese college students, the perceived influence of advertisements on 
peers (others) is shown to affect own (self) materialistic attitudes (Jiang and Chia 2009). Noguti 
and Russell (2014) also show that the ‘presumed influence’ of TV series or product placements 
on acquaintances (others) affects consumers’ own (self) attitudes and willingness to try a 
product. However, none of these studies explain the mechanism underlying this effect. 
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We use prior research on the link between presumed influence on others and perceived 
influence on self (e.g., Park 2005) to argue that the presumed influence on others would 
positively affect the perceived influence on self, which in turn will have a positive influence on 
behavioral intentions. For example, in a study on the role of body images in mass media, Park 
(2005, p.604) shows that the presumed influence of a ‘thin ideal’ on others has a positive impact 
on its perceived influence on self (β = 0.46, p < .001), which in turn positively affects the 
participants’ desire to be thin (β = 0.56, p < .001). Based on this, we hypothesize as follows: 
H5a: Perceived influence on others mediates the effect of value perception on 
perceived influence on self. 
H5b: Perceived influence on self mediates the effect of perceived influence on others 
on purchase intention. 
Figure 1 summarizes H1-H3 based on Eisend’s (2008) model and figure 2 summarizes 
H4-H5 based on our extension of Eisend’s (2008) model. Next, we describe the methodology 
used by us to test both these models followed by a discussion of our findings. 
< Insert Figures 1 & 2 about here > 
METHODOLOGY 
Design and Sample 
One hundred and two undergraduates (57% female; mean age 22.6 years) from an Australian 
university participated in an experiment with between-subjects design. This sample is similar to 
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that used by Eisend (2008) with 114 undergraduate students in Germany (51.4 % female; mean 
age 23.5 years). Participants were randomly allocated to the experimental conditions.  
Stimuli and Procedure 
Following Eisend’s (2008) advice to use different product categories to replicate his results, we 
chose mobile phones as the product category in this study based on their high visibility, similar 
to the sunglasses used by Eisend (2008), as reported in past research on scarcity appeals (e.g., 
Gierl and Huettl 2010). We used two print advertisements for Blackberry mobile phones to 
manipulate scarcity. In the scarcity condition the copy read ‘Be bolder’, ‘Special edition Ice 
White Blackberry Bold 9700 Smartphone’ along with a picture of the phone and an additional 
sentence ‘Only 500 units available’. In the non-scarcity condition the copy simply stated ‘Be 
bolder’ and ‘New Ice White Blackberry Bold 9700 Smartphone’. Both advertisements were 
otherwise identical in terms of copy layout, design and images. Participants were initially 
exposed to the advertisement, following which they completed the questionnaire that included 
the dependent variables, susceptibility measures, control and manipulation check variables. 
Finally, they reported their demographics (e.g., age and gender). 
Measures 
We measured the variable ‘value perception’ using the same semantic differential scale as Eisend 
(2008), with three adjective pairs as end-point anchors, namely ‘very attractive/less attractive, 
desirable/undesirable, valuable/non-valuable’ (Cronbach α = 0.86). Purchase intention was 
measured using a single seven point scale item ‘How would you describe your willingness to buy 
the product’ with ‘definitely would not’ and ‘definitely would’ as end points (Eisend 2008). The 
scarcity manipulation was checked with a single item by asking whether participants thought that 
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there was limited opportunity to buy the product with ‘strongly agree’ and ‘strongly disagree’ as 
endpoints. The variable ‘actual impact’ (Bruner, Hensel, and James 2001) was measured with a 
semantic differential scale anchored by four adjectives pairs (mediocre/ exceptional, 
boring/exciting, unappealing/appealing and ordinary/unique) (Cronbach α = 0.82). Although 
these items are different from those used by Eisend (2008) (bad/good, unpleasant/pleasant, 
inferior/superior, negative/positive), they still tap the same construct (i.e., acceptance of the 
advertised brand) conceptualized by Eisend (2008).  
Susceptibility measures were taken from Eisend (2008) and for the perceived influence 
on self, the following questions were asked: ‘How much do you think this advertising has 
affected your attitude toward the products? Has it made it more negative or more positive?’ 
Participants were also asked how much they thought the information had affected the opinions of 
other consumers towards the product in the advertisement, anchored on a seven point scale with 
‘more negatively’ and ‘more positively’ as end points. The difference between both measures 
was used to compute perceived susceptibility; a positive value means participants perceived 
higher influence on others relative to self. Similarly a negative value would indicate higher 
perceived influence on the self as compared to others. A difference was also computed between 
the perceived and the actual impact, with positive values indicating participants perceiving lower 
impact on self, compared to the actual, while negative values indicated higher influence on the 
self, relative to the actual (Eisend 2008). 
A number of control variables were also included in the study following Eisend (2008). 
First, involvement was measured by how much participants agreed/ disagreed with the following 
statement on a seven point scale: ‘This is a product that interests me’, ‘I have purchased products 
from the category before’, ‘This product type helps me attain the type of life I strive for’, ‘This 
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product type has a high personal value for me’, ‘This is a product I could talk about for a long 
time’ (Cronbach α = .77). Further, ‘persuasive intention’ was measured with two seven point 
scale items by asking participants how they perceived the company’s motive to be with 
endpoints such as, ‘not self-interested/highly self-interested’, and ‘strong profit motive/ minor 
profit motive’ (Cronbach α = 0.69). 
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
We began our data analysis by checking the manipulation of scarcity using the same 
method as Eisend (2008) and found that the ad with non-scarcity appeal shows a significantly 
higher perceived product availability compared to the other ad (Mscarcity = 4.38 versus Mnonscarcity 
= 5.37; F = 9.40; p < .01), as expected. Similar to Eisend (2008), we found no difference for 
perceived persuasive intention (Mscarcity = 4.85 versus Mnonscarcity = 4.81; F = 0.39; p > .84) or 
involvement (Mscarcity = 3.93 versus Mnonscarcity = 4.20; F = 1.17; p > .28) between the two ads. In 
addition, we also compared the two experimental groups for other variables, including attitudes 
towards the product and the brand as well as demographics (age, gender and ethnicity) and found 
no significant differences. Hence, our findings are not confounded by any of these variables. 
Table 1 shows the correlations matrix for the variables included in our conceptual model. 
< Insert Table 1 about here > 
We used a structural model (Model 1) to test H1-H3. Model 1 shows a close fit (χ2 = 
24.93, df = 23, χ2/df = 1.08; GFI = .95, CFI = .99, RMSEA = .029, SRMR = .058) with all fit 
indices better than the recommended cut-off values. The results show that scarcity appeal has a 
significant positive impact on value perception (β = .31, p < .01) but value perception has no 
significant effect on either perceived influence on self, relative to the others (H1a: β = .06, p > 
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.59) or perceived influence on self, relative to the actual impact (H1b: β = -.06, p > .55), thus 
H1a and H1b are not supported. Moreover, neither perceived influence on self, relative to others 
(β = .11, p > .25) nor relative to the actual impact (β = -.11, p > .28) have a significant effect on 
purchase intention. In view of these non-significant results, we did not test for the mediating role 
of perceived susceptibility and concluded that H2 and H3 are also not supported. 
Next, we used Model 2 to test H4-H5. Model 2 also shows a close fit (χ2 = 30.40, df = 24, 
χ2/df = 1.27; GFI = .93, CFI = .98, RMSEA = .051, SRMR = .071) with all the fit indices better 
than the recommended cut-off values. Once again scarcity appeal has a significant positive effect 
on value perception (β = .33, p < .001), while value perception has a significantly stronger effect 
on perceived influence on others (H4b: β = .56, p < .001) than on self (H4a: β = .34, p < .001), 
thus H4a and H4b are supported. Moreover, perceived influence on others has a significant effect 
on self (H5a: β = .35, p < .001) and perceived influence on self has a significant effect on 
purchase intentions (H5b: β = .14, p < .05). 
Finally, we used Eisend’s (2008) method to test the mediating role of perceived influence 
on others and on self, by comparing the path coefficients of the unconstrained model 2 with two 
constrained models in which the path coefficients for the two mediating effects were set to zero 
respectively (Shrout and Bolger 2002). The first constrained model shows a significantly poorer 
fit (χ2 = 78.95, df = 26, χ2/df = 3.05; GFI = .87, CFI = .87, RMSEA = .142, SRMR = .185) 
compared to the unconstrained model (Δχ2 = 48.55, Δdf = 2, p < .001), thus perceived influence 
on others mediates the effect of value perception on perceived influence on self, supporting H5a. 
Next, the second constrained model also shows a poorer fit (χ2 = 43.36, df = 26, χ2/df = 1.67; 
GFI = .91, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .081, SRMR = .098) compared to the unconstrained model (Δχ2 
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= 12.96, Δdf = 2, p < .001), which shows that the perceived influence on self mediates the impact 
of perceived influence of others on purchase intention. Hence, H5b is also supported. 
GENERAL DISCUSSION 
In this paper, we describe our efforts to replicate and extend Eisend’s (2008) research on the 
mediating role of FPE in the impact of scarcity appeals in advertising on consumers’ purchase 
intentions. We used a student sample similar to Eisend (2008) albeit with a different product 
category (mobile phones) to validate and test the generalizability of his model. We also added 
two new hypotheses based on IPI model (a less restrictive model and a broader generalization of 
the TPE and FPE) combined with recent findings from the scarcity literature. Specifically, we 
hypothesize that the consumers’ value perception triggered by scarcity appeals will have an 
influence on both self (H4a) and others (H4b); and perceived influence on others will drive 
perceived influence on self (H5a), which in turn will affect purchase intention (H5b).  
The results from our path analysis (Model 1) only support that scarcity appeal has a direct 
influence on value perception (Lynn 1992), a finding also supported by Eisend’s (2008) research. 
Notably in his original research Eisend (2008) also did not find support for all his hypotheses, 
with only two out of three original hypotheses being supported. In fact, we could not replicate 
any of Eisend’s (2008) hypotheses, with no significant results for the influence of value 
perception on the difference between perceived influence on self versus others (H1a) or 
perceived versus actual influence on self (H1b) and no support for the mediating role of the 
difference between perceived influence on self versus others (H2) or perceived versus actual 
influence on self (H3) on the effect of value perception on purchase intention. In contrast, we 
found full support for our revised model (Model 2) and new hypotheses (H4 and H5).  
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Specifically, our findings show that value perception driven by scarcity appeal have an 
impact on perceived influence on self and others but they may not drive the difference in these 
two perceived influences. However, in line with IPI model, we did find that the impact of value 
perception on perceived influence on others may be a bit stronger than the perceived influence 
on self. Finally, value perception’s influence on others has an influence on the self, which in turn 
leads to purchase intention. All our findings are aligned with the less restrictive IPI model and 
show that scarcity appeal acts by having a broader influence on the audience (i.e. influence on 
others). This influence possibly triggers off a competition amongst the buyers, which then has an 
influence on the individual (i.e. self) because it may promote a herd mentality and encourage 
bandwagon behaviour (Aggarwal et al. 2011; Van Herpen et al. 2009).  
LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
In this study we could not replicate Eisend’s (2008) findings but we found full support 
for our revised model. We explain the main reason for these differences based on our use of the 
IPI model, which is broader and less restrictive compared to the TPE/FPE model used by Eisend 
(2008). However, there are some operational issues that may have also affected our results.  
First, we used a single-item measure for ‘perceived susceptibility’ similar to Eisend 
(2008) but such single-item scales can be problematic due to their low reliability and this may 
have partly led to the differences in our results. Similarly, our measure of ‘actual impact’ also 
uses conceptual anchors similar to ‘perceived influence on self’, a limitation also mentioned by 
Eisend (2008). Future studies may address these limitations by using a multi-item scale for 
‘perceived susceptibility’ and different conceptual anchor for ‘actual impact’ in comparison to 
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‘perceived influence on self’ construct. They could also measure the ‘actual impact’ construct as 
the participants’ acceptance of the advertised brand in a pre- and post-exposure to the stimulus. 
Second, we operationalize scarcity appeal only through ‘limited quantity’, while Eisend 
(2008) uses a mix of limited quantity and time, which may have also led to the differences in our 
findings. Specifically, Eisend’s (2008) advertising stimulus was based on the huge success of the 
designer Karl Lagerfeld in real life that may have reminded participants of how his apparel 
collection had run out quickly in the past. Given the popularity of the product lines from this 
designer in real life, it is possible that consumers could have experienced positive emotions, 
which could have triggered off the FPE (Gunther and Thorson 1992). Alternatively, participants 
may have found Eisend’s (2008) stimulus as more convincing, similar to a strong argument that 
led to FPE (Lo et al. 2015). Future research may overcome these limitations by using stronger 
manipulation of scarcity appeals in advertising and possibly by exploring the differences in the 
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M = Mean; SD = Standard Deviation 
M SD SC VP IS IO SO SA PI 
Scarcity (SC) 4.86 1.41 1.00       
Value Perception (VP) 4.60 1.13 .29** 1.00      
Influence on Self (IS) 4.59 1.09 .22* .53** 1.00     
Influence on Others (IO) 4.74 0.95 .40** .54** .54** 1.00    
Self vs. Others (SO) -0.14 0.98 -.14 .06 .58** -.37** 1.00   
Self vs. Actual (SA) 0.15 1.02 .04 -.08 .51** .17 .40** 1.00  
Purchase Intention (PI) 3.70 1.45 .08 .43** .35** .31** .10 -.09 1.00
